Chapter VI: STAGE Il ENUMERATION IN TWO-STAGE AREAS

Approximately one-third of the Stage I engmerators in
two-stage enumeration areas were retained for the
second stage of the enumeration, These enumerators
were given the Household Questionnaires that had been
received in the District Offices from the sample house-
holds and the Stage Il enumeration books that the Stage I
enumerators had initiated by transcribing the Stage I
information for sample households and housing units,
The Stage II enumerators transcribed the sample in-
formation from the Household Questionnaires to the
Stage II enumeration books, If the information was in-
complete or a Household Questionnaire had not been
recelved for a household, the enumerators were to obtain
the required information by telephone or personal visit.
On the average, three Stage I enumeration areas were
given to each Stage II enumerator,

The work of the Stage Il enumerator was reviewed by
crew leaders and field reviewers in a manner generally
similar to the field reviews for the Stage I operation,
However, Stage II field review was different from that
of Stage 1 in three respects: (1) On the first EA
an enumerator could have a maximum of three field
reviews; but the remaining EA’s were given only final
reviews, (2) Because of the greater variety of infor-
‘mation required for the sample households and housing
units, there were more complicated consistency checks,
(3) The accuracy of the transcription from the Household
Questionnaires had to be reviewed, (In Stage I, the
Fosdic schedule was the basic enumeration document;
and even though the information was sometimes trans-
cribed from an Advance Census Report which the
householder had filled out, the transcription was done
in the presence of the householder and the enumerator
could ask questions and correct the information when
necessary.)

When the completed Stage Il enumeration books were
returned to the District Office they were subjected to an
office review, Any enumeration books that failed the
office review were sent back to the field for correction,

Field Review

The field reviews, verification of the transcription
from the Household Questionnaires, and the closeout
review for Stage II in two-stage areas were to be re-
corded on form F-244, Record of Field Review, PH-8
and PH-4, A sample of such forms received in
Jeffersonville represents only 68 percent of the two-
stage EA’s, This is g considerably lower proportion
than the estimated representation of Stage I EA’s by
field review forms. It is impossible to determine how
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many forms were not senttoJeffeysonvitle or how may
reviews were just not mude,

If the tallies recorded on the forms F-244 g
correct, the reviewers were more likely to take gy
correct action after Stage 1 ekl review than they were !
after Stage [ field review: Table 36 shows that 95 per.
cent of the IIA’s were handled vorrectly in Stage |
(comparedwith about U percent in Stage ). The few re.
ports received f{rom the Technical Offfcers on they
evaluations of Stage 1l field review also reflecta betey
performance by the erew leadersin Stige 1 90 pereen
correct actions (lnes 8 and Y of form F-244, table 4
compared with 84 percent in drage 1,

Table 32.--Errors in Each Field Review Section 0
First Review: Stage Il of Two-Stage Areas

{Proportion of enpmetors)

Number Field review sechion
errors | 1 Hi v y
Totald., 1 Toin byt Lo L
Ovvnninns S Lt B L
Loveveens A 1 Wi 1% R
2ivireens Yoon S G W13 {2
T ) KE Tt i .
Aenvavnn {) i 1 R
Deivirnne - Y { I -
Gurvurirvas {1} 1) L%y -
Moviaoans - W1l A
L TN {¥) {23 w Yl
Yevrenves - ) LAY .
000eaeais - () oi}]
N - " {(2) -
20 0iian. - () (1) -
1 TR - - - - .
Yivveeruen " - - -

N PN

N - w . - -
L R - - - -
8.0, - - -
190ieans e - . - - -
20 or more () - w“ (%) -

Z  lesg than ,004,
Maximun allowable epporms.

Source: Forms Fepdd y Hovurd o Fleld Heview, Pie3
and Pl-4,
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Table 33.--Errors in Each Field Review Section on
Final Review: Stage Il of Two-Stage Areas
(Proportion of enumerators)

Number Field review section
of

errars 1 I i v Y

Total. 1.0 5.0 L0 1.00 1.00
Ouvronnes S o A3 58 1,08
Toveenosn LN oA VL L6 LOL
 JRRN Lo A1 U4 VL0 )
Bevennees () N gl e (2)
bvrvannos () LY {(2) 04 (%)
Suverines (%) bl (z) 02 (%)
Bovenvens - (%) (%) 0L -
Freersnns - () (1) 0L 3
Buovreires (%) (2) - 0L z
Devevnnns () - - (%) _
Witirnnns - - - Lol -
Taverroes - - - (%)
T2evreeres - - - M B
13eveeenes - - - - -
Vierrirers - - - - -
i TR - - - - -
L6esesnens - - - - -
1eieeeres - - - - -
L8esinenes - - - - -
190eveians - - - - (2)
20 or more - - - (2) -

% Teas than 06,
IMaximun allowable verors.

Souree:  Formg Fepdd, Heeomd of Field Review, PH-3
and Pi=d.,

Table 34.--Field Review Sections Failed: Stage 1|
of Two-Stage Areas

(Proportion of EA's)

Number of review . : ; ;
sections failed First review Final review
TOtaLlersnoess 1,00 1.00
Nome.,.vviviennnnen L06 : .99
Ltinevinenaeens .03 (z)
2'h||ln-.|.-l.ov500 ~01 -
T (%) (%)
At i v eneans - -
L - -

Z leag than .00%5,

Source; Forma F-244, Necord of Fleld Review, PH-3
and Pl-4.,
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Table 35.-- Specified Enumeration Book Errors:
Stage Il of Two-Stage Areas

(Proportion of enumerators)

First Final
Type of error review review
Pages with creases, tears, or marks
1IN MATEINE. v vevtenrsannsornsncnns Neik .01
Blank sections with marks that
might be picked up by FOSDIC...... (7) .01
Migsing questionnaire entries not
noted on outer margin of page..... .08 .05
Rules on the green sheet in front
of ‘the enumeration book not
followed by enumerator when he
found changes in sample housing
UDItS e v s vrasaresnnererenaannns .01 (Z)
Hougehold questionnaire not brought
to field review for units which
had been transcribed....vesvnerees .02 .0l

% less than .005.

Source: Formg F~244, Record of Field Review, PH-3

and PH-4.

Table 36.--Action Taken in Field Review Compared
to Correct Action: Stage |l of Two-Stage Areas

Action taken

Pfaportion of EA's

Total, ivivssvesoseveasasnnnns

Correct action performed...........
Enumerator released,.......coen00s
Intermediate review made....... o
Only firet and final review made.
Final review onlyl,....vevveevses

Incorrect action performed,........
Enumerstor not relessed,.,.. chees
Vore veviews then necessary per-

LOrMEd, s cunurvrveecernnsoronnssos
Not enbugh reviews made,,........

Correct action uncertain....... vere
Only {irst review performed......
Only first and final reviews per-

formed,...oeeenenns Cesreritarten
Not ascerteinable,.........scevve

1,000

.951

(2)
.007
.313
.631

029
. 002

. 004
.023

.020
.002

.001
.017

7 Tess than ,0005.

i1t ig assumed here that these were additional

assignments undertaken by enumerators who had success-
fully completed their first essignments.

Source: Forms F-244 , Record of Field Review, PH-3

and Phi-b,
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Stage II field review concentratc.ad mainly upon Fhe
completeness of the sample housing and population
information although checks were made for the accuracy
and use of the Listing Book. For many items there was
a reduction of only about 25 percent inthe errors four,ld
between first and final reviews. Practically no EA’s
failed first review, according to reviewers. About one
percent of the EA's failed final review,

Table 2 shows the error rates for each population
and housing item checked during field review,

In all the discussion above it has been assumed that
some enumerators did better work than others and that
the problem was to release or retrain or correct the
work of the worst enumerators. The proof that this
actually was the case lies in table 45, If all the enu-
merators had performed at the same level, samples of
their work of the size used in field review would have
shown the “worst” 5 percent of them to be making no
more than 10 percent of all the errors. (These enu-
merators would only appear to be the worst because of
sampling variability.) However, the worst 5 percent of
the Stage II enumeration books in the national sample
contained 41 percent of the nonresponses for sample
population items, The worst 10 percent contained 58
percent of the nonresponses, and the worst 20 percent,
76 percent of the nonresponses,

The most useful and concise summary of the ef-
fectiveness of Stage II quality control is found in table
29 (which covers Stage Iand single-stage quality control
as well), The table compares the estimated actual
error rates and the proportions of ED’s (enumeration
book or books) which should have been rejected, as
measured by the national sample of enumeration books,
with the corresponding data reported at first review,
final review, and office review.

The reported nonresponse rate went from .012 at first.

review to ,007 at final review and ,007 at office review,
The actual nonresponse rate, however, as measured by
the national sample, was ,032, Thus, crew leaders and
office reviewers were finding and reporting only about
22 percent of the actual omissions, Although ,228 of
the EA’s should have been rejected at final review, only
.005 were--a ratio of 46 to 1, Although ,071 of the ED’s
should have been rejected in office review, only ,008
were—a ratioof 9 to 1,

- An investigation of the actual nonresponse rate of
.032 showed that about one-third of the omissions were
for people for whom no sample information at all was
obtained. These people were in housing units which
were not marked as closeout in the Listing Book, If
these cases had been identified and eliminated from
final review, the rate of ,032 would have dropped to ,022,
This group, along with closeout housing units, will
represent a special problem in the next census,

Certain concessions made to simplify the field review
operation detracted somewhat from the rigor of the
process, FPor population items in Stage II there was
one acceptance number regardless of the number of

people that turned out to Iiw_ in the four housing Unitg
sampled, The standard applivd to EA's where there
were exactly 12 people in the four housing unig, Any
time there were substantiully more than 12 people there
was a greater risk of accepting bad work, With fewer
than 12 people, there was a pgreater risk of rejecting
good work, The alternative would have been to gy
rejection numbers which varied by number of persons,
This was done in the office inspection,

Simplified sample selection for final review in Stage
II of two-stage arcas probuably led w an unreprese.
tative sample of the vnumerator’s work,  lach fiel
review form was printed with the numbers 1 through %
In the same random sequence,  The reviewers were g
circle each number that represented d page used in the
Listing Book until they had circled 6 numbers, Part of
the final review covered the pages in the Listing Book
represented by the first four numbers civeled: the
completeness chueck for the sample Jduta wasg for the
first sample unit on ¢ach of the Last four page numbers
circled, For the average Listing Book of 13,5 pages
the result would b

200 17 2
© @ G
18 @ 22
12 1 14 R
16 19 24 7
20005 13 v

This type of inspection for final review hardly
covered a random sample of all the enumerator's
work, ‘The first sample unit on page 3 was certain
to be among the four pages chosen for completeness
check unless the [isting Book contained move than 2
pages; that on page 4 was also certain to he chosen
unless the Listing Book contained from & to 10 pages,
In all, 71 percent of the units inspected in the sample of |
Stage II  assigoments covered units on the first six
pages of the Listing Book, which could quite possibly
have not represented the entire range of an enumerator’s ‘
work, One alternative would have been toprovide crew
leaders with random samples which varied with the
number of pages used in the Listing Book,

Closeout Review

In the Stage II closcout review the field reviewer
was not to review cach closeout case for missing items
of information, Ingtead, he was to tally cach closeot
case according to whether or not a Houschold (Qqes-
tionnaire had been received, If anassignment contained
four or more closcout cases for which no lousehold |
Questionnaire was received gy if it contained 10or more |
closeout cases for which an incomplete Iluusehold’
Questionnaire was received, the books for the assige
ment were given to a “closceout enumerator® for revisis
to all closeout cases,

After June 10, 1960, this procedure was changed :
Any EA that failed the closcout check was not givento




STAGE 1l ENUMERATION IN TWO-STAGE AREAS 37

rable 37.--Results of Closeout Review: Stage II
of Two-Stage Areas

Restit according to tallies on forms F-244 Froportion of
EA's

POBALs v e vssrevavssicinrirriiaiiiesanen 1.00
No evidence or closeoil vevieWoiiiieaii, .13
Some evideuce off wlogeonl pevicw. oo, 87
Tallies inComplote. e ceai i ieiiianseay ek
Tallies cOmPLobit e e iresiarirasnans 66
FaileGe e saoroneoneosssrensoinnninnns 12
2 P 5

only .05 were actunlly rejected, aceording to the
action shown by the crew Leader on Line 63,

Sources JForms Fe244, Reeord of Pield Review, PH-3
and PHest,

Table 38.--EA's Marked for Rejection in Closedut
Réview: Stage Il of Two-Stage Areas

Rejected on Urban
form F-244, on- Total Block Rural

Nonblock

a cleanup enumerator but was sent to the District
Office, There a dummy sample questionnaire was made
up for each occupied closeout unit, with incomplete
items marked, This questionnaire was mailed to the

households with a return envelope addressed to the
Regional Office,

There is evidence that the crew leaders and field
reviewers conducted some kind of closeout review for
87 percent of the sample EA’s, Accordingto the tallies
on forms F-244, 12 percentofall EA’s should have been
rejected for closeout deficiencies,

The closeout entries were complete on only two-
thirds of the forms F-244, As noted above, the tallies
showed that 12 percent of all the EA’s should have been

Table 40 --Housing Units Enumerated by Ciose-
out Procedure: Stage || of Two-Stage Areas

{Proportion of EA's)

Number of closeout housing units|  Total L:)rlt:)e::r:( mmg::k Rural

Line 66 (lowr
or move elogn-
ont cases with
no Hougehold
Questionunnire
received) e L N L0073 071

Line 67 (Ten or
more ¢loseout
cages lor
which House=
hold Quoation-
nalre waa
raceived).. ... R L0 002 002

Souvee:  Forms P=08, Heeord of Fleld Beview, P-3
and PH-d .,

Table 39.--Error Rates for Sample Population and

Housing Items by Closeout Status: All Areas

Erior rate’

ltem All Two-stage | Single-stage
areas areas areas

Sample population itome:

Exeluding closcouts, ., 32 .032 -032

Including closeouts. .. N (052 -036
Sample housing items:

Exeluding closoubs, ... L0205 .023 -031

Ineluding closeouts, ., 030 L029 031

Ipata . {4 |
Ratio of nonresponses and incoungistent responses to
total expected responses,

Source: Natioual sample of comploted Stege IT enu-
meration books:, ‘

ALl questionnaires,.... 1,00 1,00 1.00 1.00

Ovieevevoaresosansans .38 27 .40 .52
Lvvreierenesanns ceen .18 17 .20 L7
Revrsreeranans PPN EA .14 W15 12
2 . .09 W11 .08 07
diiennnn Ceecrrienns .05 .06 .06 V04
5 arearernaas .03 04 .03 .02
Buerrnennnennsrons .02 .03 .02 .0l
F e eeenesconnsnanss . .02 .03 01 ,OL
< S Cereenraan 0L .02 .01 Lol
9 OP MOTEaunsune .08 A2 .03 L4

Questiomaires not

returned by mail...... 1,00 1,00 1,00 1.00

Ovevenverann veeanaen . AL .32 W43 55
L iiarrertnninna vas .20 .18 24 19
P . 13 .15 LA 10
Byssvecananasssnanesn . 10 .12 .10 ,06
Al e .04 .05 .03 L4
e vernnees eanaans vee .02 .03 ,01 oL
Buvesvesnncransnsanns 01 .02 LOL .01
T Or MOPE.usivnnnaras .08 .12 .05 .04

Questiommaires returned

by melleseieiiuennnans 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Ouveenasonnnane veraae .72 .63 75 .84
Loveaens eheresaransan W12 .16 .10 .08
Rivernsnianeny e .06 .08 .07 LO4
i resssaen .03 04 .03 .02
higavassscoanone Cerea .02 .03 .02 0L
> JN Cesenaraeenns 02 .02 02 -
6,. P N .01 0L - -
Teveosnnne veeenns vees - 0L - -
< ‘e - - - -
L - - - -
10 or more®, ... ve 0L 02 - -

1Re jection mumber,

2The rejection numbér was 10,

Source: Forms F-244, Record of Field Review, PH-3
and PH~4.
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rejected for failing the closeout chegk, but the “Yes”
box in item 68 indicating closeout failure was marke:d
for only 5 percent, The Regional Office telegraphic
reports show only 2 percent,

The results of the Stage II closeout inspection in the
field show that the problem of closeout cases was more
serious in Stage II than in Stage I: About 12 percent.of
the Stage II EA’s failed closeout review, compared with
only 2 percent of the Stage 1,

They also show (table 38) that over twice as high a
proportion of EA’s in urban block areas should ha\fe
failed closeout review as in other areas. In certain
cities the closeout problem was so severe that enu-
merators were sent out to revisit households for whic‘:h
the followup questionnaires were not returned, This
work took place in Chicago, Detroit, San Francisco,
St. Louis, Philadelphia, and Washington, D,C,

‘Table 41.--Technica| Officers' Evaluation of

QUALITY CONTROL OF THE FIELD ENUMERATION

District Office Quality Control

The people who worked on Stage ] quality contyg
work in the District Offices woere also used, §f they hyg
proved satisfactory, in the Stape I office operations,
The plan consisted only of a completeness check o
population and housing data,  There was o be ng Ye.

verification of the transceription from the Househo) @
Questionnalres and no veview of the closcouts in ey,

EA.

Results of the offive cheek were revordedona form
F-280, Office QU Record for PH-3 or PH-4, for each
crew leader and ficld feviewer, Responses for every
twelfth houschold were inspected,  Enumeration bogk
for any given ED were to be rejected and returneg g

the field for clean-up if the nonresponse rate exceeded

Field Review: Stage Il of Two-Stage Areas

Field review Field review Field rev

Description of check Total made a::ocommg "::%‘:‘?pi)é'l‘e?;’ l l:gtanamew

hstuctions | otcomectly |
Form F-244:
T. Listing BooK TevieW.......vvevrevnvnvreerrnnnnses 1.00 LU R 0
LT, Household Questiomnaire transcription..,.,....... 1,00 R L 06
Lines 8 and 9, .ivierviiitiinrireenenennss beseesiaee 1.00 L0 L 09
ITI. Housing item review.............. Ceraierenen RN 1,00 93 REk L
Tv, Population item review......... P .o 1.60 S L W
V. Listing Book enumeration book agreement...,.., 1,00 01 R X/
Lines 61-64,....0000vuus. Ceieieiar e, 1.00 B i1 A3
VII. Closeout review..,....,.. e Ceeees 1.00 Vi Rt 62
Average....., e Ceeriieaen, e, 1.00 N Sk 2
Othexr:
1. Correct pages and units reviewed P, 1.00 W3 A3 0
2, Correct pages reviewed in Listing Book and enumer-

ation DOOK. .ivviiurniiisiiiennn.., e Ceveans 1.00 4 02 O

3. ALl errors recorded on F-Rb4......... Cheeena Ceees 1.00 LO1 ¥ .

4. FEnumerator required to £ill form F-214 ..., v e 1.00 o) L .
5. F-214 from earlier review checked: e Ciraana .. 1.00 A8 16 36
6, Action taken correctly in section VI of F-pid e 1,00 V90 L o
7. Bmumerator given P-242 vhen necessary ...... .. e 1.00 3 O 62
Average...;...,......... ........... eeana ieees 1.00 .76 L6 18

Source: PForms F-289A, Evaluation of Field Review for PH

-3 or PH-4,
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4,8 percent, assuming a standard mix of population and
housing lines,

A sample of forms F-280 was examined to determine
error rates in the office operation for the groups of
items that appeared on the review form, The results
are given in table 2, As was observed in Stage I, the
error rates for housing items greatly exceed those for
population items.

Table 2 also compares the error rates reported in
the Stage II office quality control operation with those
reported in field review and with the estimated actual
rates, as obtained from an analysis of the national
sample of completed enumeration books, The overall
error rate in the office compares favorably with that
reported by crew leaders, but it represents only about
one-third of the errors that were estimated to be
actually present,

Although the Regional Office telegrams reported that
1.6 percent of the IID's had been rejected in Stage I
office review in two-stage arveas, the sample of two-
stage forms I'-280 shows only 0.8 percent, The pro-
portion which should have been rejected, according to
the national sample, was 7 percent,

Table 42.--Errors Found inSample Population
Items: Two-Stage Areas

Part .of the difficulty inthe Stage Il office review can
perhaps be attributed to a lack of purity in the office
quality control operations. The following describes
the way in which time-study observers found office
quality control to be runming;

The quality-conivol opevations weve so named
because they were intended to be a sample in-
spection of the quality of census vesults. How-
ever, they became subverted to otheyr puvposes.
A lavge part of the time spent in these opevations
was devoted to checking on payrolling, an admin-
istvative aspect of the census. Much more time
appears to have been used on this activity than
the jinstructions called for.

An inovdinate amount of time was appavently
spent corrvecting|counts on the summary page of
the listing book. One observer estimated that at
least half the time in the Stage II quality=-control
operation was spent vefevving to Stage I listing
books to veconcile Stage I and Stage II counts. In
some offices, quality-control clevks were not
only making the vequived checks and changes on
payroll forms bul were also engaged in payroll

Table 43.-Errors Found in Sample Housing
Items: Two-Stage Areas

o of EA PNrotportion of ED's:

1 Proportion of EA’s: ational sample of

Number of errors Final field review completed enumer-

ation hooks

Totul,..... 1,00 1,00
Ovevevnnssarnnns .58 .30
Looooa.e, L6 16
B iiierrtrenanns 10 AR
T 06 .09
Ayveseonnnnnones L4 .04
N .02 .05
Bevrernerinnsens QL .02
Tevirennnvenas 0L .03
S 0L .02
P (2) LOL
Wi, QL 01
11 e (2) .02
12..... - .02
I . - .01
1., v - .01
LB .01
TN -
1 S - (7)
L P - ()
19 or more....... (2) .07

(%) Less than ,005,
Yloseout housing uuits excluded from both checks.
2The rejection number on {inel field review.

Source: Forma [-R44, Record of Fleld Review_, PH-3 and
PH-4, and national sample of completed enumeration books.

. ... | Proportion of ED's:
Number of errors* Proportion of EA'S: 1 National sample of com-
Final field review pleted Fosdic books

Total...... 1.00 1.00
Ovevveonnnseeas .83 54
..., ‘ea LAl .20
Reveres Ceeresee .04 .10
B irieaenanee .02 .03
S, (z) .03
5 eeriireaienes (%) .02
Buerrinsonns (z) .02
Teveiinnsins (z) .01
Beiiirennnn - 0L
I - (z)
A R - (2)
N 0l
12.. cieenes - .01
£ - (z)
..., Cesesaies - -
B - -
16.0aess -
170 eennnnnen (2)
R - .01
19 or more.,.... - 0L

(Z) Less than ,005,
1closeout housing units execluded from both checks,
2The rejection number on final review,

Source: Forms F-244,Record of Field Review, PH-3 and

PH~4, and national sample of completed enumeration books.

i
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computation ond verification, a job which was in-
tended fov the Regional Offices.

Othey operations peviformed by people Iz_z'red for
quality=contvol work included transcribing dqta
from  missed-pevsons forms to enwmevation
books, corvecting Stage 1 enumevation books
whenmissed persons were found in Stage II, and
posting data from lote-avyiving household ques-
tionnaives (o Stage Il books,*

United tates Censuses
Irumeration Time and

Table 44.-- Error Rates Found in Population
and Housing Items in National Sample:
Two-Stage Areas

{Excludes households and housing units enumeraled hy closeout procedure)

Sample population ilems Sample housing items
Honresponse :
kel . Cumulative . Cumulative
rate Pﬁpg 33?n proportion Pér;pg 'Dt,'g" proportion
? of ED's of ED's

110

1.000
(¥ 025
(i) . 000

preor rate used
"truer” then any
on & careful in-
ool the number of

ol ewmpleted enumeration

Table 45.-- Proportion of Total Errors Made by
Worst Enumerators: Stage Il of Two-Stage Ares

Cumulative Proportion of total errors

proportion of

m%gﬁ%’i;ﬁ"‘ Actual * Theoretical 2
¢ F Al W10
A0 .58 .19
B .69 .26
B~ .76 33
I 0 .95 .66
I {0 1,00 92
0 1.00 1,00

¥From the analysis of a National Sample of completed
enumeration books., The assumption is that each ED was
worked on by a different enumerator, which may not alwayg
have been the case, The error rate was .032 and the
number of items inspected in each ED was about 220.

Prom a binomial distribution , assuming that all enu-
merators have an error rate of ,030 and that 200 items
are inspected. Contributed by Dr, Benjamin J, Tepping,

Note: In single-stage areas the errors were slightly
less concentrated: the worst 7 percent of the enumer-
ators made 40 percent of the errors.

Source: National Sample of completed enumeration books,

Table 46.--Errors Per Population or Housing
‘Section as Found in Office Quality Control:
Stage |l of Two-Stage Arnas

Errors per section inspected ED's Crew leaders?
Total.,evernnennnn. 1.00 1.00
L0 A5 .03
L 60,200 .00t vennn. .26 2L
11 to 20 L1 3R
2Lt .30, ..., .06 0
BLto 400, .03 .03
W41 to 50 .03 0L
SLE0 60, .uinnnnn... ,0L O
6L to 703, L (7) (2)
JTLt0 B0, () (2)
BLto 90.,...ii..... () )
91 4o 1,00..... (z)
1.0l or more...vvvunus... (z) )
Mean errors per section.. .02 10

(%) Less than .005.

A sec’_uion is defined as either a housing section or
& population section (each with an expected 11 items).
Errors include omissions,

Review of enumeration book or books for approxi-
mately 40 ED's per crew leader.

ED enumeration book or books rejected when errors
per line greater than .67, which is equivalent to a
& percent error rate on an item basis,

- _fource: Forms F-280, Office QC Record for PH-3 and
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